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 ABSTRAGT
 
into
The rationale in
 
the regular education setting is based on the assumption that stijdents with
 
Teachers' attitudes towards this practice plays a crucial role in determining
 
whether or not, or to what degree mainstreaming takes place in their sphere
 
of influence. '
 
This study examined the attitudes and practices of teachers regarding the
 
mainstreaming of special education students into regular education classes.
 
A fourteen item survey was designed using a
 
correlations exist between special education teachers attitude# I arid actual
 
mainstreaming practices within special day classes in San Bernardino City
 
Unified School District. i: i
 
Data were analyzed using a Pearson chi-square analysis iof variance.
 
Findings indicated that reported attitudes and perceptions of subjects are
 
inconsistent with actual mainstreaming practices. It is the poijition of this
 
study, and of the respondents that mainstreaming is a viable practice.
 
However,73.2% of the teachers indicated their students could benefit from
 
further integration. Ir.V
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■1. 1 
INTRODUCTIO
 
The assumption amongst both lay people and educators hab been that
 
most special education teachers are supportiVie of mainstreaming (placing
 
special education students with their non-disa.b[led peers for any part of their
 
school day) in one form or another. It has ^ Iso been en assumption that
 
where mainstreaming is taking place, the imjDetus behind the practice has
 
been the special education community. Being a ten year member of this
 
community,the author of this study has long suspected tbat thisiWas not the
 
case,and that the success or failure of matnstr^.aming within any i given class­
room,school,or district had a direct correlatioiji to the acceptance'or rejection
 
of the special education faculty involved.
 
San Bernardino City Unified School Dis rict (SBCUSD) hasi thirty-six 
Special Day Classes with 118 special education teachers. W^Sule it has 
implemented the practice of mainstreaming, the practice has not been 
entirely successful. It is the position of this y that the primary obstacle to 
total success has been insufficient solicitatioiji of feedback fromj the actual 
special education teachers. While mainstreamimg is influenced byI the degree 
of support,acceptance,and assistance provideo to the students by |their peers, 
teachers,and administrators(Stainback,Stainbfck, & Harris 1989),jultimately, 
successful mainstreaming begins with the spec:al education teachbr. 
There has been a considerable amount of n■€isearch done to assess the reac­
tions of regular education teachers to mainstneaming, but little research has 
been done to assess the special education teachers' feelings about this issue. 
In an effort to rectify this oversight, the f(ollowing study sougIt to assess 
the attitudes and perceptions of special education teachersi within the 
■'I i- ' 
:■ ' ' ­
SBCUSD towards the current practice of mainstreaming. In addition, the 
study sought to establish whether currently held attitudes and I nterceptions 
were influenced by current practices or vice ver;■sa. v-;;;:,4 1;' i'.; . I ^ :: , • I;I ; 
A voluntary survey(Appendix B)was devised with questions, ailored to­
wards special education teachers. The intent of he survey is listed below: 
1. To ascertain what practices are in place, i.e. what form bt main­
streaming the teachers are using (Inc usion, partial inte,gration, 
"pull-out",segregation). 
2. What the special education teachers' pe xceptions are of their sup­
port(regular teachers,principals,parents) 
3. What special education teachers' perceiptions are of the sil^cess or 
failure of their current form of mainstreaming. 
4. Whether or not special education teachers would like to sele an al­
temate practice in place. 
The results of this study supported the author's suspicions tHelt major in­
consistencies exist between perceptions and practice of mainstreaiining among 
Special Day Class teachers surveyed. 
I
 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
 
The term mainstrearning, regarding children with handicaps^,; has taken
 
on more and more complex meanings over the past decade. Understanding
 
current law and practices in special education will help to ensure the best pos
 
sible education for children with special needs. The California Eiducational
 
Code,Section 56364,paragraph one for 1993 states:
 
Special classes and centers and other removal of individuals v/ith excep
 
tional needs from the regular education environment shall occur only when
 
the nature of the severity of the handicap is siuch that education in regular
 
classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot b'e achieved
 
satisfactorily.
 
Along with the above provisions for servic(;s the educational code section
 
56364, paragraph two further states..."each public agency shall ensure that
 
each individual with exceptional needs participates in those activities with
 
non-disabled pupils to the maximum extent appropriate to the h(eeds of the
 
individual with exceptional needs."
 
A review of the literature reveals that one of the earliest references to
 
what is currently known as mainstreaming, occurred in 1946 at the Twenty-

second Annual Meeting of the International Council of Exceptioruil Children.
 
At this time, a distinguished panel of teachers and administrators discussed
 
the subject of "Segregation versus Non-segregation of Exceptional Children."
 
Mainstreaming was an important topic then and remains an important topic
 
today, with many of the same issues,problems and questions.
 
Robb(1946)feels that children with special needs suffer a feelrhg of inade­
quacy which comes from being singled out fc^r special treatment,! When spe­
 cial needs students are denied the opportunity of mingling with others of
 
their age group and deprived of social experiences that would be a'precursor
 
to further development,then a feeling of security gained from a sense of be
 
longing is not achieved.
 
^ not one of physical segfegaticiin versus non-segregation. It is
 
a question of creating an environment in wfiich an exceptional child can
 
make satisfactory all-around growth and d(;velopment (Wooden, 1946).
 
Whenever the attitudes and perceptions of the regular education teacher can
 
be altered in such a way that the teachers are able to modify, that environ­
ment will be best for the child with exceptio:nal needs. However, Wooden
 
(1946) goes on to state that without such modifications, the lemming envi­
ronment becomes a place of frustration and defeat. 1
 
Stulken,(1946)expressed the general opinion of the panel when he stated:
 
In general,it is best not to segregate an individual by placement in a
 
special group,if he may receive as good or better training in a normal
 
group of pupils, even though it may be necessary to give him special
 
help and more individual attention than is usually provide^ in the
 
regular classes. The exception to the rule is encountered when the
 
detriment to the interests of the group outweighs the benefit derived by
 
the individual from his association with the regular group.
 
After a comprehensive examination of literature regarding rnainstream­
ing of children with handicaps it has been generally agreed that history does
 
not record an orderly or positive progression of trends in the care and treat­
ment of individuals with disabilities. From the beginning of time it has been
 
agreed that individuals who look or act dif:erently have been patronized.
 
ridiculed, exploited, cared for, tortured or ev<in killed. Trends in the treat
 
ment of individuals with handicaps varied across centuries, witl|:the beliefs
 
behind the trends veering from rational to higfily irrational in perceptions.
 
Lieberman (1985) a major opponent of tht; Regular Educatior|i Initiative
 
(REI) questions the appropriateness of total integration on the basis that he
 
feels special education will be lost if the goal is to integrate ah handicapped
 
children in a regular education environment. Integrating all children with
 
handicaps can be a gamble of major proportions especially since it is the chil
 
dren who are at stake. He states,"...the major difference between negular and
 
special education is that in regular education the system dictates the curricu
 
lum;in special education the child dictates the curriculum"(p.514).
 
Bryan,Bay,and Donahue(1988) wrote concterning the feasibilily of educat­
ing students with mild handicaps entirely witliin the cla,ssroom ssetting. They
 
assert that much of the data gathered recently indicates that many handi
 
capped children differ from regular childrein in information processing.
 
Regardless of a teacher's prowess,classroom mc
 
(by themselves),to meet the needs of all children with learning disabilities.
 
Special education in the United States during the last century has been like
 
a pendulum swinging first to the right towards integration, then to the left
 
towards segregation (Weiderholt,1988). To date,there has been a definite in
 
crease in integration practices of persons with disabilities into the mainstream
 
of education programs.
 
Research has shown that successful mainsltreaming does not just happen
 
(Stainback & Stainback, 1989). Simply placing special education students on
 
the same campus as regular education students does not ensure that integra­
tion, or for that matter mainstreaming will occur. It doesn't happen through
 
osmosis,or by hoping it will take place.
 
For mainstreaming to work the special edilicator must work with special
 
needs students in the regular classroom. Successful mainstreaming; requires a
 
great deal of work,support,acceptance,commimication and coordination on
 
the part of special education,as well as regular education teachers.
 
What is being challenged here is not the special education teacher's ability
 
to teach to the child with special needs effect:vely, but rather where the in­
struction of child with special needs will take place (Wolak,York)& Corbin,
 
1992). Most special educators and students cah work effectively from within
 
the regular classroom if given the proper support.
 
In recent years, the types of support being offered have greatly increased,
 
Some of the support systems include cooperctive and team teaching, infor­
mal and formal collaboration with educators, specialists, peers, parents and
 
administrators. With these expanded models df support the special educator
 
is shifting away from the traditional role of isolating students in a special day
 
class (SDC), and moving toward a niore inte
 
ables teaching to take place in a more functional and nati:iral setting
 
(Stainback,Stainback & Harris,1989).
 
Voeltz (1983), presents this issue in another light by giving the following
 
example for us to think about:
 
It is time now for us to realize that oui children and students have
 
as much right to attend school(and receive an individually appropriate
 
program) in their neighborhood public school as other children do.
 
There should be "room" for us, just as there is room for the fourth
 
  
 
:ii' .
 
graders who live in that neighborhood. W(j should not have ;to trade
 
off the right to have our children attend school with their noii-handi­
;-V lij,
 
capped peers in order to obtain approprlate educational programs.
 
anymore than the parents of a fourth gradle;r would be told that "I'm
 
sorry, but your neighbor hood public sch'ool doesn't have iial fourth
 
grade: if you are willing to put him in third (or fifth) grade,h0 can go
 
,i i •
 
here. Otherwise,a special bus for fourth aders will pick him up for
 
an hour ride to a special school in another part of the city,
 
Another form of support for integrated tea'ching has come thrpugh actual
 
legislation. Legislation is important to any issufe because it brings:focus to the
 
issue. It generates thought and discussion whether the proposed legislation
 
becomes law or not. Once laws are in place, they influence and rBgulate be­
havior. While it is overly optimistic to assuml'e change in behavior will au­
■■-L: P: 
tomatically engender change in thoughts, beli(efs, and attitudes, an effect is 
still felt. The stronger the emotional involvement in the debate isurroimding 
^ ' 'V-.' P' 
r 'f ' • P. ' ' -- ■ '■ P' ■legislation,the wider the repercussions.
 
Brown vs. Board of Education is a case in point. The same rationale be­
hind the 1954 Supreme Court decision influeInced advocates for | these with 
handicaps. That is,"segregation has harmful ef:'ects onboth the parson who is 
segregated and the person who does the segregi^ting" (Friedman, 1^69). 
Spurred by the struggle for civil rights in the larger contexts, parents of 
children with handicaps joined with the civil rights lawyers to attack segre­
gated settings for the individual with handicaps on many of the same 
grounds that other advocates were attacking segregation based on race 
(Corrigein, 1978). Eventually the advocates'hard work for children with hand­
./]•
 
iGaps paid off in 1972 when the landmark conti case Penifd0vani^
 
,Retarded Citizens ordered access to free putblic schools for hleindicapped
 
children.
 
In 1975 tha Congress pf the United States enacted the Education for All
 
Handicapped Children Act(P.L.94-142), mandating a free and appropriate ed
 
ucation for all students with handicaps in the least restrictive environment
 
(LRE).The LRE provision ofP.L.94-142 is very specific. Brady,McD'ougall,and
 
Dennis (1989) summarize the legislation: "Theat to the maximum extent ap­
propriate, handicapped children,including children in public and private in
 
stitutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are not
 
handicapped..."(p.44).The LRE provision also states that"special classes,sep
 
arate schooling, or other methods of removing handicapped children from
 
the regular environment should occur only when the nature or severity of
 
the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the u&e of supple­
mentary aids and services cannot be achievecd satisfactoriiy'' [Reg. 300.500
 
(Denti,1991).
 
According to Brady and McDougall (1989)
, societal treatment of people
 
with severe handicaps has improved dramcatically over the past several
 
decades. The normalization principle has em£erged as a guiding philosophy
 
for human services and has become a catalyst for the improvement of these
 
services. In education, the steady trend toward progressive inclusion
 
(Reynolds & Birch, 1982) of learners with handicaps into public schools has
 
been guided by the least restrictive environment(LRE)mandates of Congress
 
in P.L. 94-142,the Education for All Handicapped Children Act,and its reau­
thorization P.L. 99-457 enacted in 1986 (r e^lnamed the Indivi<^uals with
 
Disabilities Education Act in 1990).
 
Recently, discussion and controversy has been generated regarding the
 
Regular Education Initiative(REI)passed in 19|9'0. Proponents of tlJe REI have
 
questioned the effectiveness of special educatio:i|n programs(Coates,1990; Will,
 
1986; and Lieberman, 1990). Advocates of tle initiative assert that these
 
students should be educated entirely in the rjegular classroom. They charge
 
that pull out programs have largely failed(We derholt,1989). i
 
The major rationale for the REI lies in the concise statement by Madeleine
 
C,Will(1986),then assistant secretary for the (Dffice of Special Education and
 
Rehabilitation Services, U.S. Department of Education.
 
At the heart of the special approach(REl) is the presumption that
 
students with learning problems cannot be effectively taught in regular
 
education programs even with a variety of siupport. Students need to be
 
"pulled out" into special settings where they can receive remedial
 
services. Although well-intentioned, this sc called "pull-out" approach
 
to the educational difficulties of students with learning problems has
 
failed in many instances to meet the educational needs , of these
 
students and has created, however un\fittingly, barriers to their
 
successful education(p.412).
 
Current legislation would seem to agree ivith Ms. Will. One of the best
 
known cases to reach the courts. Board of Edvi(cation, Sacramentq City Unified
 
School District v. Holland, was one in which the parents of Ractiel Holland,
 
age 8,sued the district to get their child of mi(pderate disabilities;(with no ap­
parent behavior problems)placed in a regulaf classroom. The hearing officer
 
  
 
 
 
 
; ■ ■ . ■ I ■ ^ 
ruled in their favor> and the school district is appealing the cas4 (Zirkel &
 
■ ' ! ' • ■ ■ 
Gluckman/1993; 1992). ; ■ ; . ■ ■ \ : :; l ■ ■ 
" . ' '' I 
Another irriportant part of mainstreaming is to realize that integration has
 
become a civil-rights issue, with the 1990 passage of the Individuals with
 
Disabilities Act(IDEA).IDEA bans any form of discrimination against persons
 
with disabilities, including their right to be educated in the "Leastj Restrictive
 
^ ■Environment". ^ . J
 
In a case similar to Hollands', ari eight year old boy with Dgwii Syndrome
 
was denied the opportunity to be educated in the district where h|e lived. He
 
was placed in an out-of-district segregated class for "multiply hctndicapped"
 
children^ His parents sued the schdol district^ and on August 17,1992, Oherti
 
V. Board of Education of Ciemmton, New Jersy the school district[was asked
 
to develop an inclusive educatioh pldn for Rafael within his c|wn school
 
district. The Honorable Judge John F. Gerry gives his stateirfent in the
 
landmark Qberti case:
 
Inclusion is a right not a privilege for a select few...it is a smjall price 
to pay to increase the opportunity of mdividuals with disabilities to be­
come fully functioning, productive, and co■equal members Of society, 
■ ' . ' . > i 
and of individuals without disabilities to learn to live in a world where 
individuals with disabilities are so included 
If individuals with handicaps are to acqu:ike skills needed to ifunction in 
the "real world",then they must be given the chance to succeed or fail in dif­
; i ' 
ferent environments. It works both ways, because non-handicappted individ­
' ■ ■ ' i ' /
uals will not learn to be accepting or supporive of their peers with special 
needs unless they spend time with them. AI children need to develop the 
10
 
■ ■ ! 
  
 
skills to interact constructively together, and the more opportimities to do so
 
the better.
 
Segregation has been perpetuated in part by the notion that schools can
 
teach only some students effectively as opposed to the conviction :hat all stu­
dents can leam(Alper & Rjmdak,1992).
 
To obtain some concrete facts on the prob em of segregation versus non-

segregation of children with handicaps in the regular grades a series of studies
 
was conducted as early as 1950,at the University of Illinois(Johnson & Kirk),
 
The purpose of these studies was to determine whether children with mental
 
handicaps were accepted, isolated, or actively rejected by their classmates,
 
Johnson and Kirk(1950)concluded that childriB.n with mental handicaps were
 
accepted less(5.13%)as compared to regular cbildren(17.45%)beijig accepted
 
most of the time. Sixty-nine percent of the children with handicaps was iso­
lated compared to 39% of the regular children. A somewhat larger group of
 
children with handicaps,46.15% were actively; rejected by their peers while
 
only 4.4% of regular children were rejected, The study also coriicludes that
 
those who favor the placement of children wLth Special needs in the regular
 
grades are favoring this procedure without considering the fact that the
 
children themselves may segregate each other gohnson& Kirk,1950).
 
In a more recent study conducted by Fox(1989)she also foimd that main­
streamed children with handicaps often experience rejection by their 
non-handicapped peers. Taking all this into ■ ■■■V' "„■ ■ i ■ " consideration it must then be
 ' :,. ■ , ■ ■ 
■ ' l l ' . . ; ■ ■■ ; .v­
asked: Where are the children forming their attitudes and perceptions? 
Unless further study in this area can be accomplished that question may 
never be answered.
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One of the most critical factors in mainstreai:iming has to do with attitudes.
 
Attitudes of regular and special education teacl a^ers, students,and Ihe popula­
. M
 
tiOn in general towards special needs individuals help shape their lives.
 
Finally, Hanline (1985) states, "successful inte^:;ration depends heavily on the
 
positive attitude of teachers.
 
Making mainstreaming successful is not an easy task for regular education
 
teachers, especially since these teachers are faiced with large class sizes and a
 
nationwide push to achieve excellence in education(Sapon & Shm/^^in, 1987).
 
Currently special educators are responding by trying to help their regular
 
education colleagues and students in mainstrei:amed settings by f6t:using on a
 
: i ■ , 
wide variety of professional and peer supporl systems. One 1yp0 of support
 
system has been implemented in the form o inservice training. Generally,
 
these supports have been Used to assist teacher:
!rs and students in both pre-re­
ferral intervention, and reintegration of students from special classes into
 
regular classes (Graden et al., 1988; Heron & Harris, 1987; Idol, Paolucci-

Whitcomb & Nevin,1986; McNeil& Thousanc^ 1988).
 
i
 
There also heeds to be a strong professio:rial and peer support system so
 
that the special education student feels Welc;ome in the regular education
 
■ ' ' ' i I ' ' 
classroom. Every student needs to feel liko a contributing membbr of society,
 
after all what it comes down to is preparing students to functioiiiin the "real
 
world" at their own level of ability.
 
In conclusion, the research indicates that acceptance of individuals with
 
handicaps does occur if it is encouraged and reinforced. The decision to edu­
! I '
 
cate disabled and non-disabled children together must be made on an indi­
i
 
vidual basis to best meet the needs of each chilid and family.
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RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS
 
Null Hypothesis;
 
Current mainstream practices of special education classes in San
 
Bernardino City Unified School District are a true reflection of attitudes, per
 
ceptions and practices of the special day class teachers.
 
Alternate Hypothesis:
 
Current mainstream practices of specicll education classes in San
 
Bernardino City Unified School District are not an accurate reflection of atti­
tudes,perceptions and practices of the special dciy class teachers.
 
13
 
 METHODOLOGY
 
A relationship survey was designed to find out what practices were cur
 
rently in place from the special education teachers' point of view,and to find
 
out how special education teachers felt about t:lese practices, or pcissibly why
 
they felt that way. The questions used in this survey were developed by the
 
• ' ■■ , 1 
research. Items used were first prepared basetd on the experience of the re­
searcher and a review of the literature. In addition, a panel of experts were
 
asked to review the survey questions and to provide input on specific items.
 
Among the experts who gladly assisted in this effort were Dr. Louise Fulton
 
and Dr. Richard Ashcroft, Professors of Elducation at California State
 
University San Bernardino.
 
Permission to send out the survey was grcinted by Dr. Michael Karpman
 
(see Appendix B), Director of Research and Development for San Bernardino
 
City Unified School District. Approval was also granted by Miarion Klein,
 
Director of Special Education for San Bemardiao City Unified Schbol District,
 
on the condition that the results are to be shaife d with the district upon com­
pletion of the project.
 
Subjects
 
A fourteen item survey(Appendix B)was bent to all 118 special day class
 
(SDC) teachers at 36 school sites in San Bc;rnardino City Unified School
 
District. In the sample population surveys were sent to 20 elementary schools,
 
seven junior high schools, six high schools,(uicluding two contirtuation high
 
schools),and three to segregated special education school sites.
 
Among the 118 SDC teachers, 46 teach students with learning handicaps
 
(LH),41 teach students with severe handicaps!(SH),17 teach students labeled
 
14
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as communicatively handicapped (CH), and 14 teach students; labeled as
 
■ I I 
severely emotionally disturbed (SED). The subjects were represen(tational of
 
the special needs SDC population. Therefore, thie results can be generalized to
 
the San Bernardino City Unified School District
 
■ IProcedure
 
A survey was used as an instrument for collecting informatipiii from the
 
subjects. The questiormaire lends itself to a quiantitative study. An|advantage
 
to the questionnaire is that it was economical,had standardized questions and
 
could be written for a specific purpose.
 
A four point Likert scale was chosen ais a means to quajntify data
 
(McMillan & Schumacher,1989). The respohdent was able to check the place
 
on the scale which best reflected their beliefs or opinions regarding|a question.
 
A Likert scale was selected because of its flexibiity since the descriptors on the
 
■ I 
scale varied to fit the nature of the question. 
For this study a numeral was assigned to each response. A nuirjber one(1) 
indicated the most favorable response, with the exception of deiSiographics, 
and a number four (4) indicated the least favofable response. Ari|even num­
her(four)of possible responses was used for each question to prevent the pos­
sibility of automatically choosing the middle response.In addition|to the ease
 
of which a Likert scale can be completed,it Wcis hoped that a greater number
 
i
 
er.
of surveys would be returned in a timely maniK
 
Assumptions
 
The survey questions were meant to ascertain general demogrkphic back­
groimd information about the teachers as well as specific information regard­
ing mainstreaming to see if any correlations (tould be drawn. Th|e following
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assumptions were tested by the researcher regarding the actual survey ques
 
tions presented:
 
1. A positive relationship between teacheins with less than ten years
 
teachinjg experience and the level of miinstreaming. This may oc­
cur due to the fact that teachers with le s^ than ten years experience
 
have recently received the university tr;aining and push for main­
streaming.
 
2. A positive relationship between grade level of children with special
 
heeds and the amount of mainstream ng is expected, l^rus, the
 
younger the student the more mam^ ming will take place,
 
3. A positive relationship between the le^is severe the handkapping
 
condition the more rnainstreaming will ake place.
 
4. A positive relationship between principal support and the jlevel of
 
mainstreaming is expected. Thus,the more support provided by the
 
principal the more mainstreaming Optio:
ns.
 
5. A positive relationship between regular education teacher jsupport
 
and the level of mainstreaming is expected. Thus,the more regular
 
education teacher support the greater thie mainstreamihg options to
 
the special education teacher.
 
6. A positive relationship between the number of teacher inservices
 
provided by the special education teachk!r and the amount of main­
streaming is expected. Thus,the more ihi
services provided to regu­
lar instructors, the more mainstreamiiig options and support
 
able for the special education teacher
 
ts
 
All respondents are special education(SDG)teachers,and likely to be sup
 
porters of the Least Restrictive Environment(LRE)Initiative (see: Appendix
 
A).If special education teachers do not believe that both the regular education
 
students and the special education students benefit from mainstneaming then
 
the SDC teacher won't likely promote,or utilize the option of mamstreaming.
 
Therefore, the higher the agreement between regular and special education
 
student benefit the more mainstreaming will teike place.
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RESULTS
 
One hundred eighteen questionnaires were sent to special day class(SDC)
 
teachers in San Bernardino City Unified Schoo District. Of the original mail­
ings,64 were returned for a 54% return rate. Tlerefore, a second mailing was
 
required. Followihg a second mailing to the remaining 54 teachers, 25 re­
turned their questionnaires for a total of a 75.42,% return rate.
 
Four rankings were assigned to responses of items on the questionnaire
 
ranging from number one (high/positive) to number four (low/negative),
 
For each question, percentages were assigned to those rankings based on in­
dependent responses by SDC teachers. Researc1 findings will be stent to those
 
teachers upon completion of the project.
 
Initial Examination ofthe Data
 
Prior to performing statistical analysis hf the data percentages were
 
recorded for each response to initially examine the findings(see Ta|?le 1).
 
Over half of the SDC teachers have been teaching for ten or more years,
 
with 54.7% of all the SDC teachers teaching a the primary level, and the re­
■ ' ' i 
maining 45.3%,teaching at the secondary leve. Within the four ar^as most of
 
. ' i ■ , 
the teachers(36%)teach children with learning handicaps,followed closely by
 
feachers teaching children with severe handicaps (33.7%). Teachers teaching
 
students labeled as communicatively handicaptped and severely emotionally
 
disturbed both amoimted to the saihe number(15.1%).
 
Regarding mainstreaming, fewer than half of the SDC teachers indicated
 
they mainstream their students greater than 25% of the time, three out of
 
:s less than two and one half
four SDC teachers mainstream their studen
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hours a day. Thus,according to the teachers, a low number of clAildren with
 
'	 ■ ' ■ ■ ■" ■ ■" ■ ■ ■ ^ ^ " " ■ '■ ■ ■ " '■ ' j; 
special needs are being mainstreamed for a smaill portion of the schbol day. 
Table 1 
San Bernardino City Unified School District Malnstreaming Siirvey 
Abbreviations of questions asked, percentages for each res]?onse. 
1	 2 
1. 	Years of teaching experience: 
(10+) (6-9) 
56.6% 15.7% 
2. 	Grade level taught: 
(Pre-K to 3) (4-6) 
31.4% 23.3% 
3. 	Type of class: 
(SH) (SED) 
33.7% 15.1% 
4. Percentage of students mainstreamed: 
(75-100%) 	 (50-74%) 
31.4% 7.0% 
(3-5 
15.7°/( 
(7-9 
(LH 
36.0®/ 
(25-49'!'i ,^) 
10.5®/0 
5. How many hours inaregular education classroom: 
(4+) (3-4) 
10.6% 12.9% 
6. 	Level of principal support: 
(Extremely) 	 (Most)
41.7®/o 34.5®/o 
7. 	Level of support from other teachers: 
(Extremely) 	 (Most) 
15.0% 46.3®/o 
(1.5-2.5) 
48.2®/ 
(Some?)
20.2®/| 
(Some) 
36.3®/ 
8. 	Student benefit from time spent withregular education students: 
(Very much) (Most) (Som(j) 
39.5®/o 33.7®/o 25.6®/ 
9. Regular education student benefit from interaction wi^ th special students: 
(Very much) (Most) (Som^) 
38.8®/o 29.4®/o 30.6®/ 
10. Acceptance of your studentsinunstructured settings: 
(Always) (Most) (Somt 
19.8®/o 59.3®/o 21.0®/ 
11. Could your students be mainstreamedmore than they are now?: 
(Definitely) (Most) (Som^) 
15.5®/o 17.9®/o 45.2 
12. Could your students succeedina fully includedregulai:program?:
 
(Definitely) (Most) (Somijj) 

11.6®/o 16.3®/o 46,5®J
 
13. Number of teacher inservices attended: 
(5+) (3-4) 
8.3®/o 7.1®/o 
14. Parents interest inmciinstreaming: 
(Inclusion) 	 (more) 
8.3®/o 7.1®/o 
(1-2) 
(0-2) , 
12.0% 
(10-12) 
25.6®/o 
(CH) 
15.1®/o , 
(0-24®/o) " 
51.2®/o : 
(0-1) 
28.2®/o I 
(Not at all) 
3.6®/o ' 
(Not at all)
2.5®/o ; 
(Not at aU) j 
1.2®/o 
32.1®^ -'^.;:52.4%" 
(less) (segregation) 
32.1®/ :/^.:;;.52.4%;';X' X 
(Not at all) 
(Never)
 
0®/o
 
(Not at ah)
 
21.4®/o : 
(Not at all) 
25.6®/o ' 
(None)
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Regarding support for SDC teachers on school sites, three out of four
 
teachers indicated their principal is either mostly or extremely supportive of
 
mainstreaming. Regular education teacher support of SDC teachers is slightly
 
less with two out of three SDC teachers indicating that their regular education
 
cplleag^eS support them-^^^^^T^ a strojig relationship for support on
 
;schooisites.',';:':\''^^-L [■ ■ ■ ■ ■­
Seventy three percent of SDC teachers indicated that students with special 
needs do benefit most or very much of the tine with their regular education 
peers. Sixty eight percent of the SDC teachers indicated that regulaf education 
students benefit most or very much of the tim(; from being with their special 
education peers. All SDC teachers indicated that students in regular education 
were at least somewhat accepting of their special education peers, which is 
clearly a positive sign. ' 
Considering all the support and benefit for 
strong indication for more mainstreaming. Only one-third of the teachers felt 
more mainstreaming was needed, and two-thirds indicated that they are satis 
fied with current mainstreaming practices. On the other hand, almost 75% of 
W
the SDC teachers indicated their students coulId succeed in a included 
classroom if support staff were provided. 
The research indicates a strong correlation between teacher inservices and 
the amoimt of mainstreaming (Larva, 1981). A surprising 84.5% of the SDC 
teachers have provided two or fewer inservices regarding children with ex 
ceptional needs to their colleagues. In addition, inservices delivered by pro 
fessionals from outside the district, who have expertise in mainstreaming 
strategies may be called upon. 
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Regarding parents' mainstreaming views espondents indicated that par­
ents desire higher levels of mainstreaming than currently exist. Since rele­
vant inservices apparently increase mainstreaming, perhaps SDC teachers
 
could find ways to incorporate parents' views,or the parents themselves,in
 
their mainstreaming efforts.
 
Statistical AnalysisofData
 
The nature ofthe data dictated that cross tabulation be used to determine if
 
!
 
there is a discrepancy between a set of obse:rved and e>:pected frequencies
 
within a given sample(Norusis,1990). The app»ropriate statistical procedure is
 
a Pearson chi-square (see Appendix C). A significance level of .05 or less was
 
selected to determine if a relevant relationship exists among the; data. Data
 
reduction was used to collapse the number o responses into approximately
 
■ ' ' ■ i ' 
equal size groups. The following interpretat;ions of the data address the 
researcher's assumptions and other significant findings. ■ 
A significant relationship was not foimd hen comparing teacher experi­w.
 
ence (question 1) to percentage of students mainstreamed (question 4) or
 
number of hours mainstreamed per day(quesjtion 5). The Pearson chi-square
 
' - ' i
 
i and two,significance:
 
.58984 and .69499 respectively. This shows a diiscrepancy with theIresearcher's
 
assumption that years of teaching affects the ajmoimt of mainstreajming.
 
However,there was a significant relation^!hip when relating teaching ex­
perience (question 1) with student benefit [question 8). The Pearson chi-

square value was 8.11246 with two degrees of freedom and a si|;^ficance of
 
.01731. Teachers with more than ten years e;xperience felt that dWy 27.7% of
 
their students benefit very much from contkict with regular education stu­
values were .29059 and .72771,degrees of freedom:one 
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dents. In contrast, teachers with less than ten y|iears experience felt that 58.3%
 
of their students benefit very much.
 
Although not significant at the .304 level, it was evidenced when relating
 
years of teaching and regular student benefit (question 1 and question 9),
 
teachers with more than ten years experience, bit 31.9% of regular education
 
students would benefit very much from interkiction with special needs stu­
dents. Teachers with less than ten years experwiince,felt 48.6% of regular edu­
cation students would benefit very much from mainstreaming. Teachers with
 
less than ten years of experience seem to have I more optimistic outlook with
 
regard to the level of benefit to be gained from mainstreaming.
 
A significant relationship exists when combaring grade level(question 2)
 
to percent of students mainstreamed (question 4). The Pearsori chi-square
 
value is 4.60737 with one degree offreedom anci a significance of.03183.It was
 
found that 61.7% of pre-kindergarten to sixth grade teachers indicated they
 
mainstreamed less than 25% of their student3. Whereas, 61.5% of teachers
 
teaching 7th to 12th grade mainstream more than 25% of their qtudents. A
 
significant relationship exists proving that students in secondar) |^grades are
 
mainstreamed more often than would be expec:ed,indicating a discrepancy in
 
the researcher's assumption that children in the primary grades are main­
streamed more often(see Table 2).
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 Table 2
 
Grade Level (Q2)by Percentage of Students Mainstreained(Q4)
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0Primary Secondary
 
A significant relationship was also found for grade level(question 2), and
 
hours of mainsfreaming (question 5). The Pearson chi-square value is
 
18.87657 with two degrees Of freedom and a .00008 level of significance. Of
 
students mainstreamed in pre-kindergarteri to grade six, 46.8*7(1 spend less
 
than 1.5 hours in a regular education classroom.. Of students maMstreamed in
 
grades seven to twelve,68.4% spend 1.5 to 2,5 hours per day in a Regular edu­
cation classroom (see Table 3). This reinforces the previous findin§;s.
 
A significance exists between grade level(question 2), and the level of ac­
ceptance of special education students in unstructured settings (question 10).
 
The Pearson chi-square value is 7.10785 with two degrees of frejedom and a
 
significance of.02861.
 
23
 
Table 3
 
Grade Level Taught(Q2)by Hours Malnstreamed(Q5)|
 
26
 
25
 
22
 
20
 
■T3 
15 
« 15 
10 10 
10 
gl7 60 
SJll 80 80°/(11 
40°/ 
3+Hovirs 1.5 - 2.5 Houis Less than 1.5 
^Primary ISecondary 
More than expected pre-kindergarten to sixth grade students and less than 
expected secondary students were accepted by their regular education peers. 
Special education students, in general, are we11 accepted; 79.1% are accepted 
most or all of the time in imstructured settings (see Table 4). 
A somewhat significant relationship betwe:en class type (question 3), and 
hours in regular education class (question 5) as also evidenced. The Pearson 
chi-square value is 12.57480 with six degrees of freedom and a significance 
level of .05031. 
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 Grade teyel Tauglit;.(Q2)''by,Aceeptadc^ -Special"■EdMCatlon^-S^iudeFlts: 
30 
27 
m30 21 
§-20
T3 
a 90rc 
m.15 13 
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13 60% 
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40 
<»p70 
Accepting Somewhat Li.ttie 
0Primary Secondary 
V- Fifty-seven- 'percent;-of .'.-students ::labe^ -as severely handicapped (SH) are 
■ -:inainstreamed'more- titahy:F,5 hburs^ :anci' - 92^4;°/p -of;-Children labelled-'as severely.­
emotionally disturbed (SED) are mainstreamed;-more./than' 15 /hours, 
However, children labeled as SED made up only 15,,3%■■ df'-the sajmp'le, whereas ,: 
children labeled aa SH stpderiti m 3^ .9%;of ;the/tbtal:'S:a.niplev/:Eighty^ 
percent of children labeled as learning handicapped (LH)''arelinaihstreamed" 
more than 15 hours per day as well. Over haIf^ohthe'children';!^^ 
as conimuniGatively handicapped |CH) are/'mainstreamed/-'rh;ore;-/tharl- ­
hours per day. Children labeled as CH mad-e;up -only ^ 15.3%;;df -,-i^®- sample. 
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These results support the researcher's assuniption that the severity of the
 
mdinstreaming.
 
Significance was found between percentage
 
hours mainstreamed (questiGns 4 arid 5). Tf:e Pearson chi-squa^re value is
 
17.98178 with two degrees dffreedom and a srjEpiificanee of.00012, Almost half
 
nd between 1.5 to 2.5 hours per
 
day in a regular educafidn classroom. While|3.5% of the children with spe­
cial needs spend more than 3 hours in regul|r education, and 28.2% spend
 
less than 1.5 houi"S per day in a regular educati<D:n classrooms(see Table 5).
 
'i'Table'^
 
Percentage ofStudents Mainstireamed(Q4)by j
 
Hours of Mainstreaming Peji* Day(Q5)
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gree of freedom and a significance of .01835. Teachers of pre-kinc.ergarten to
 
sixth grade felt that more of their students(75%),could succeed in a fully in
 
cluded classroom, if support services were provided. Whereas, teachers of
 
grades seven to twelve felt only 25% of their students could succeed with
 
support services. A discrepancy exists between the mainstreaming practices
 
currently taking place in those grade levels.
 
There was no significant relationship regarding the researcher's assump
 
tion that principal support was important. Principal support did not deter
 
mine whether or not teachers mainstreamed. Nor did principal support de
 
termine how much teachers mainstreamed. However,58.8% of teachers re
 
ceiving high principal support (question 6)indicated that regular education
 
students benefited very much from mainstreaming (question 9) at a .01701
 
level of significance. The Pearson chi-square value was 12.04671 with four de
 
grees offreedom.
 
A discrepancy exists regarding the researcher's assumption that regular
 
education teacher support influences the level of mainstreaming. The rela
 
tionship between pefcentage of students mainstreamed (question 4), and reg
 
ular education teacher support(question 7)shows a Pearson chi-square value
 
of 3.54187 with two degrees offreedom and a.• 7017level of significance.
 
Significance exists among teachers who mainstream more than 25% of
 
their students(question 4), and the benefit of mainstreaming with special and
 
regular education students(questions8 and 9).The Pearson chi-square values
 
are 14.44124 and 6.47061 with two degrees of freedom and significance levels
 
of .00073 and .03935 respectively. Over 50% felt the special education and
 
regular education students got a lot of benefit from mainstreammg. Teachers
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of .00073 and .03935 respectively. Over 50% felt the Sf)ecial edilication and
 
regular education students got a lot of benefif from mainstreammg. Teachers
 
who mainstream less than 25% of their studerft:s felt that less than 25% of the
 
!
 
special and regular education students bene ited from mainstreaming. The
 
data indicates that teachers who believe in rjaainstreaming will mainstream
 
more than teachers who do not hold such a beief(see Table 6).
 
I Table 6
 
Percentage of Students Mainst(eamed(Q4)by
 
Benefit Received From Mains reaming(QB)
 
30
 
25 
25 
%%9.10°/^ 
Si73 20 18 17 
CL, 
b: 15 90 
.o 11 
80"/ 
10
 
%Vl80
 
1050P/o 1
 
7a
 
W.00
 
Benefit Somewhat Little
 
25%or Greater Less than 25%
 
However, it was interesting to note that of the teachers whq mainstream
 
more than 25% of their s^dents(question 4), 90% felt their students are ac­
cepted in unstructured sjettings most or all of the time (question 10). The
 
Pearson chi-square value Is 6.08662 with two degrees of freedom and a .04768
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ists between the pereentage of studerits being mainstreamed, ah<|: the ques­
tions relating to student benefit.
 
It is also important to note that there was no level of significanee when re
 
lating teacher inservices(question 13)to the percentage of students,or hours
 
mainstreamed (questions and 5). Levels of sig;nificance are .50542 and .84557
 
respectively. inconsistent with the researcher's stated assmnption,that
 
a positive correlation wouId occur. Likewise, v^hen relating teacher inservices
 
(question 13)to regular ecucation teacher support(question 7)there was also
 
not a si^ificant correiation. Level of significance was .79968. This contradicts
 
the researcher's assumption that special education teachers fee^ inservices
 
play an important role in mainstreaming children with special needs.
 
Finally, a significant relationship exists bettween teacher reported parent
 
interest in mainstreaming (question 14), and teacher reported benefit of
 
mainstreaming(question 8). The Pearson chi-scuare value is 23.49381 with six
 
degrees of freedom and a significance level of 00065. This study revealed sig­
nificant data indicating parents desire more mainstreaming for their child
 
whenever possible(see Appendix C).
 
Selected Anecdotal Comnients
 
This study would not be complete without including a sample of com
 
ments the teachers offered on the survey form. Although teacher comments
 
addressed a variety of issues which could not be quantified, their comments
 
provide rich information for further study.
 
It is the opinion of this researcher that this is valuable information regard­
ing the issue of mainstreaming in San Bernardino City Unified School
 
District. The comments are discussed below in random order.
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1. "Mainstreaming is important/ but not SO it looks good on paper,
 
What is being forgotten is the specific needs of each in^iividual
 
' i
child..."
 
2. "The district promotes mainstreaming, and inclusion, butI there is 
' I ■ 
not enough transi ion, follow-up, and support for teachiers, and
 
children."
 
i
 
3. "Why aren't the special needs children given tutors for the first
 
three months to ensure success?
 
4. "Why aren't regula:r education teachers who take the childiren with
 
. i
 
special needs given less regular education children. ■ ii 
:■ i 
5. "Why doesn't the district have student study meetings froa^i the old 
' ■ ■ ' I ' - , 
special education teacher to the new teaCher?" I 
' ■ 1 ■ 
who can team together and6. "Success in mainshreaming takes adults
 
i ■ 
get along." ! ■ . . ■ I . - . 
' i " 
7. "I feel strongly about rhainstreaming tlose students who are close 
cognitively to their peers...it is difficult to place all in regular educa­
' I ' ' 
tion pre-school because there's such a lag in normal developmental 
milestones that it niakes it difficult to include them witli normal 
pre-schoolers." 
8. "As a special education teacher, having taught in an inclusion class­
■ : i 
room for over three years,Ican honesllly say that it is a jiyonderful 
■ ■ . ■ . ■ M ■ 
experience for hot\ the special and rejjular education chifd, but it 
definitely has its' drawbacks.Among tirie drawbacks that cm hinder 
a program is the need for a written statement regarding the district 
and special education teachers' positior on inclusion. A di$trict pro­
30
 
cedure,guideline or policy regarding inclusion in the best interest of
 
all children, and not just a select few,is a rnust! An inclusion com­
mittee would be a good idea to Write up hese policies."
 
9. "...I definitely feel there should be more interaction for normal
 
children to leam about them (children urith special needs), if noth
 
ing more because they are all children with the same needs."
 
10, "...giving them ten support people in the regular ed. classroom
 
would not help. They learn differently and they need to be taught
 
differently. Teaching presented at a much slower rate. Vciicabulary
 
and sentence structure (teacher's) must be modified."
 
11. "In my opinion,insisting the GH students must be with regular ed
 
ucation students implies something is \y7r0ng with them th,at can't
 
be addressed in the company of regular tiducation students
 
12. "Every year I have to fight administrat:on for the LEGAL right of
 
my students to mainstream."
 
13. "Teachers seem to resist inservices foi| some reason that teaches
 
(assists) them in with our students."
 
14. 	"Inclusion within a regular class is di^icult. Not all teachers can
 
adapt to the variety of regular students needs let alone special kids."
 
15. "With the push for thematic, whole lang;uage instruction,I feel that
 
mainstreaming is not always beneficial because I need to laiow not
 
only what is covered,but how it was co ^ered with exact vocabulary
 
so I can tie in to it. This is nearly injpossible unless I am with
 
them."
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16. "...with year round it's hard to mainstream consistently.'
 
17."I feel the the only way these special needs students will receive ap
 
propriate, positive or at least normal role modeling is being in the
 
mainstream.'
 
18. "Many students lack the confidence not to mention the sppport at
 
home that would enable better success in a mainstreamedjregular
 
education classroom."
 
1 ;
 
19. "I believe teachers who are willing to tjake our students should be
 
rewarded with a smaller class size."
 
"Iam concerned thiat this survey seems o address political md atfi­
tudinal issues to the excluision of studejints needs, capabilities, and
 
interests.'
 
M
 
.;i t
 
V i
 
I I ,
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DISCUSSION
 
Results of this survey indicated that many special day class(Slfc)teachers
 
in San Bernardino City Unified School District are applying nunri^rous main­
streaming strategies, with a variety of students,on a daily basis. However,not
 
enough is being done to find out more ways |3f meeting ihe neeids of all the
 
students. Thus, the results support the hypotlesis that current mainstream^
 
ing practices of special education teachers in San Bernardino City Unified
 
School District are not an accurate reflection of attitudes, perceptions and
 
preferences of the special day class teachers
 
Conclusion
 
Of the special education teachers surveyed within San Bernardino City
 
Unified School District, 48.2% were using pajrtial integration (one and one
 
half to two hours and a half hours per day w;th regular education children)/
 
The majority of the teachers felt strong supjtport from principals (76.2%),
 
strong support from regular classroom teacher;s (61.3%), and strong support
 
from parents (63.3%). The majority(66.6%) of the teachers surveyed also felt
 
■ --"i- , ' ■ 
that their current practice of mainstreaming w,4s sufficient. Paradoxically,and
 
of gravest concern to this researcher,is the fact that 73.2% of the sp2cial educa­
tion teachers surveyed felt their students cou!Id benefit from further integra­
tion, and 74.4% felt their students could handle total inclusion with support
 
(i.e. full-time participation in a fully-integrated classroom of children with
 
and without handicaps).
 
It is the position of this study that mainstr a^ming is a viable practice. The
 
survey of San Bernardino City Unified Schoo District indicates it aat the iha­
jority(72.9%)of the special education teachers within the District'aIso feel it is
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a viable practice. By the strong support implied above, regulat education
 
teachers,principals,and parents also feel it is a viable practice.
 
The following questions arise as a result of this study: If all parties in
 
volved seem to think it is viable and worthwhile,why is the averaige integra
 
tion only 1.5 to 2 hrs per day? Why do the majority of the teachers voice con­
tentment with the status quo only to turn around and voice the contradictory
 
opinion that further integration would be beneficial? Lastly, if the jnajority of
 
the teachers surveyed feel the majority of their students could handle total in
 
tegration (inclusion),why is there no push to bring this about?
 
It is the opinion of this researcher that there must be some 1;^
 
known or unknown, to full integration existing in the San Bernardino
 
Unified School District. If it is the purpose of educators to address the aca­
demic needs of students when the need is found, San Bernardino City
 
Unified School District educators now have a:riother mission or goal: to en
 
sure for every child with special needs the opportunity to develop to their full
 
potential in the most natural setting.
 
Results of this survey offer concrete prool' of an unmet need. Since the
 
passing of P.L.94-142 Education for All Handicapped Children Acfjin 1975,all
 
U.S. schools have attempted to comply. San Bernardino City Unified School
 
District has done an outstanding job of implementing the practice, as is at
 
tested to by the strong support of most parties involved. However,to remain
 
at the forefront of progressive education,it is time for the district
 o move on
 
to the next phase; total inclusion,when it is appropriate for specific individu­
als. According to the results of this study,San Bernardino City Unified School
 
District has the support of those involved in current mainstrealming; they
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need only look into the various possibilities for restructuring the classroom
 
of the future.
 
Limitations
 
The major limitations of this research pneject were: 1) sample size and
 
characteristics,2)limited generalizability,and 3)question ambiguity.
 
The original sample population of special(^ay class(SDC)teachers repre­
sents only the SDC teachers,and does not incli^ide resource specialist teachers,
 
speech therapists or other special education slipport staff. Nor does the sam­
, ' r '
 
pie populatioh include regular education tecichers, students, pjiiincipals or
 
! 1 '
 
other administrators in the San Bernardino City Unified School District. Of
 
i i
 
the 118 SDC teachers surveyed only 89 returnee their surveys even after a fol­
low-up letter and second survey was sent. Altljiough a 75.42% retufn rate was
 
good it still Was not100 percent.
 
The survey was distributed within the San Bernardino City Unified
 
School district. Therefore, it has limited gener^ lizability since integration and
 
, I r ■ 
inclusion policies can vary from district to disti[:ict.' , ■ ■ -M 
Some subjects included anecdotalremarks describing certain questions as 
ambiguous.This is to be expected in a forced choice format.Yet,tli^e researcher 
■ ! i 
feels it should be noted as a limitation since scj:me of these questiphs required
 
' *■! 
respondents to make interpretations regarding student, parent, principal and 
regular education teacher perceptions. One's attitude is a multidiniensional 
' I . ■ ■ 
subject,since the attitudes in question go beyon|id the scope of this s^dy. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
This study has supported the assumption that principals, regular educa­
tion teachers, parents and students play an i portant role in influencing them
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 amount of mainstreaming occurring on school sites. More inforihation needs
 
to be gathered concerning these individuals' and perceptions perceptions to­
wards mainstreaming, along with continued information regarding special
 
education personnel attitudes and perceptions.
 
A district policy on mainstreaming, writt^:n by teachers, adovinistrators
 
and parents of children with special needs is highly recomme:nded. This
 
would ensure that everyone involved in the mainstreaming process under­
stands the specific guidelines and procedures to be followed for the success of
 
each child involved.
 
Finally, the research could be expanded to include differentl school dis­
tricts, and/or states involving administrators as well as teachers#, An ethno­
graphic study at this level would also yield v a^luable information as to what
 
districts have done, both successfully and unsuccessfully, to prepare their
 
teachers and mainstream their students.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS
 
Exceptional needs:
 
Are those students whose needs deviahe from the average in mental.
 
sensory, physical, behavioral or communicative abilities to the extent that
 
modification in the educational or physical environment are necessary for
 
development to maximum potential.
 
Full Inclusion:
 
When children with exceptional needs are ]?laced in the regular education
 
classroom on a full time basis with his/her peers, and modificati ons in the
 
regular program are given whenever appropriate to help ensure success. The
 
student is graded on "differential standards ,and given support from the
 
special education teacher through team teachihg,consultation sen^ices or any
 
other system ofsupport the lEP team feels is appropriate.
 
Inclusion:
 
When children with exceptional needs participate (are included) with
 
their regular education peers for most of the school day in sdcial and
 
academic areas,but may still be pulled out for speech and language services.
 
adapted physical education or the resource specialist program
 
Integration:
 
Is when children with special needs are placed on the same campus with
 
regular education children and participate in most activities offered the
 
regular education students,i.e. limch,recess,P E.,cafeteria assistant,field trips
 
assemblies,etc.
 
Least Restrictive Environment(LRE):
 
A provision of Public Law 94-142 whidi specifies that children with
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handicaps are educated with children who are not handicapped to the
 
maximuih extent appropriate.
 
Mainstreaming:
 
Mainstreaming refers to children with special needs spending any part of
 
their school day with non-handicapped peers (Lewis & Doorlag).
 
Mainstreaming means piore than physieal plaiemerit m classes \yith normal
 
peers. Complete integration pf these childreii requires preparation of the
 
special education teacher, regular classroom :eacher and regular students.
 
Special methods,modifications,techniques,and adaptions should be supplied
 
by the special education teacher to the regular education staff. ; i
 
Partial Integration: ; |
 
Refers to placing children with special needs on a campus v,n-th regular
 
education students, participating maybe in activities such as lunc|i| or recess.
 
The children with special needs may be on the same campus physically, but
 
not be included in all school functions on an equal basis
 
Full-out Programs:
 
Refers to those programs that pull students with exceptional needs out of
 
the classroom to work with them in an isolated or therapeutic setting, i.e.
 
resource specialist program (RSP), Bilingual program, speech therapy or
 
adapted physical education(APE).
 
REI:
 
The Regular Education Initiative, also referred to as the General Education
 
Initiative (GET), adopted in 1988 to merge special and regular education
 
together to form one system for all students.
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Is the isolating or separating of children with special nee4s from the
 
regular education population.
 
SpecialDayClass:
 
Refers to a separate classroom of children v/ith special needs hat may or
 
may not mainstream students into the regular classroom
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■ I ; :! ­
3/30/93 
Stacey Lambert-Melcher 
• : i ­Cj^ress Elementary Room A-1 
HigMand, CA 
(909)862-8158 
■>.r| 
■ ill 
Dr. Michael Karpman 
Director of Research and Development
San Bernardino City Unified School District 
Dear Dr. Karpman, 
I am currently pursuing a Master^s degree in Special Education from 
California State University San Bernardino.Iam hoping to graduate in Jxme 
1993. For the past year Ihave been doing research on the benefits of main­
streaming. With the full support of my advisor. Dr. Louise Fulton, and the 
special education program specialist, Chris LeRoy,Ihave decided to conduct a 
quantitative research review. Iwould like to find out the extent of main­
streaming taking place, attitudes and perceptions among special day class 
teachers in San Bernardino City Unified School district. 
A survey will be sent to special day class teachers (SH, LH, SED, & CH) 
throughout San Bernardino; preschool to tweIfth grade. The vphmtary sur­
vey is two pages of questions that should taKe only five to ten minutes to 
complete. 
Having worked for the S.B.U.S.D. for the past five years in a main­
streamed setting,Ifeel my results can only benefit the school district in their 
continuing efforts to include special education students in the educating pro­
cess. The results of this study may be used in a special ed needs assessment for 
the district. 
Thank you very much for your time and consideration. IfImay be of fur 
ther assistance please contact me at 862-8158. 
Sincerely, 
Stacey Lambert-Melcher 
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TO: Stacey Lanbert-Melcher
 
FROM: Dr. Hichasl M. Kairpffian
 
REs: . Masters Degree Research Project
 
QATE: 4/22/93
 
Rtacey.,..J.'wguid ■ first Vthank'yau'"! fi■pr -.-coffling. .in;;''to ;$tee'.,ae.,
on 4/20/93. It is always helpful -feo talk :with'-the;person ■ :^i^h0:; is;:gbihg. to.' -.b®: aonducting^ -fche .^ resaardh ■I'toj :dt:-," -' Questions.
:clsrification';r(agard,ing>,;prpcedur@s quicMy' addres-sbd*:':'.' - ■-■ ': . 
talked with.Marion:iRlsia'®nd/^/hotk-?:f» .that. the.; reseSirch'
projbct is,,yiatele -and•could ^proceed -.as" soipn' as.:: yop -..vish'. 
approval-./for th@' ptojeet.-;isr'bas®d.' on,,tMb '■ tay'.eiflai-@iits.- .'First,: j
Is■■aSSuHied' that,.tcobrdihg ..to,'you 'latter j' th®- ':TOry®y 'will-ili®: ' ■ 
rvblunta^. /•Second-.^ .Mrs:.::.Klein- .ted- T .will hm .■r®eei-via-g,:- a:'.p:®p.srt. . 
pt .findings- after;■.the project :1s' ■coa^lbted 
,It,;i@.. ay- , assu®ptloh:.'^that yOttr./nejet ...step: ■wiil be ■:t0: ®«cur®:.!c:-'list 
■ of-;Spc : t@ach®rS;'.' froa. the. special. :^ttsation :Of21®®:. . :Shouidi: ybu: '­
.:have , any.:.questions ,abpu.t,-..':the'.':aequisition..ol:--'1di®.■h«cessary:^;datJl,':
pl«SS® ■ dp. not ■ h@sitatffi."tbv,:cohtact-:: .office : • ;@©od.. ; luck 'to.you .in::': 
thi's 'prD.j'®ct-r-I.:_'..aa.:Sure:. ' it.-,w'iii':,be',: a;.-::b«h«fit. . tp.b©^::you..::'',®sad■: ,tha.■■ 
'Dist^ict■.''' ■■ . ; :.' ,... '.:':i':: 
Marion.:-Kleih::' 
iMBdttd KarpbjMi'.-D^feabr:;^^.]^^ 'Pe^opra»irt,:;«aK|'-iydssab®^^ 
(714} 381-1.1^ 
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 4/30/93
 
Letter ofIntroduction
 
Dear Golleague,
 
I am currently conducting research conce: ing attitudes and perceptions
 
towards inaihstreamin^^^ San Berharciino City IJnified Sehpol District,
 
Mainstreaming refers to special education students spending any part of the
 
school day,i.e. recess, lurich, assemblies^ acaetemics, etc.. with non-disabled
 
peers. I am surveying 118 special day class tieachers in four areas; severely
 
handicapped, severely emotionally disturbec ,^ learning handicapped, and
 
communicatively handicapped.
 
ri:

I would appreciate your participation in the survey, however it is
 
voluntary. Your signature is not required and your responses will remain
 
anonymous.
 
Completion of the two page survey should take only a few minutes.Please
 
place the completed survey in the envelope p:lovided, and return to Cjrpress
 
Elementary School by May 14, 1993. Your p:rompt attention will be greatly
 
appreciated.
 
If you have any questions or concerns please call Stacey Lambert-Melcher
 
at862-8158or862-6675.
 
If you would like a copy of the results, enclose a self-addres&ed stamped
 
envelope when you return the survey,and I w:ill be glad to send them to you.
 
Thank you for your cooperation.
 
Sincerely,
 
Stacey Lambert-Melcher
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 SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
 
MAINSTREAMING SURVEY
 
Please take the time to read through and answi^ r the following surrey on
 
attitudes and participation in the mainstreamir.g process between regular
 
education and special day classrooms. Please circle the number that best
 
represents your view.
 
1. How many years of teaching experience do you have?
 
(10+)	 (6-9) (3-5) (0-2)
 
1 2 3 4
 
2. What grade level do you teach?
 
(pre-K to 3) (4-6) (7-9) (10-12)
 
1	 2 3
 
3. Whattype of special day class do you teach?
 
(SH)	 (SED) (LH) (CH);
 
1 2 3
 
4. What percentage of your students are main^treamed in a regular
 
education classroom?
 
(75-100%) (50-74%) (25-49' (0-24%)
m
 
1	 2 3
 
5. Of the students you mainstream,how many hours of the school day are
 
they in a regular education classroom?
 
(4+) 	 (3-4) (1.5-2. (0-1)
 
1 2 3 4
 
6. In your opinion,is your site principal supportive of mainstreaming?
 
(most of (some of
 
(extremely) the time) the tiri\e) (not at all)
 
4
 
7. In your opinion,are the regular education teachers at your site
 
supportive?
 
(most of (some of
 
(extremely) the time) the tiriie) (not at alll)
l 
 
1 2 3 4
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i' 1 ^
 
8.	 dme spent with the regular
 
ediication-students?
 
(most of of
 
(very much) the time) the time) (not at all)
 
4 ■I' l
 
9. 	Do you feel that the students in the regular education classroom would 
(most of (some of
 
(very much) the time) the time) (not at all)
 
■ : ■ ■	 3 4 ■; 
10. 	At present, are the students in the regulai: education program accepting
of your students in unstructured settings (i.e.: recess, lunch, passing
period)? 
(most of of
 
(always) the time) the time) (never)
 
2 
11. in your opM the majority of you: students be mainsltreamed 
more than they are now? 
(most of (some of
 
(definitely) the time) the time) (not at all)
 
12. In your opinion, could your students succe(»d in a fully included regular
education classroom if support staff were provided? 
(most of of 
(definitely) the time) the time) (not at all) 
iv--2'/- ■ ■:.r::/:3 ■ 4 ■ ::i| 
13.	 to build rapport and promote 
mainstreaming? 
(none) 
4 
14. 	To what extent are the parents of the children in your classroom 
in mainstreaming? 
mam­ main-
inclusion) streaming)
2 ■ V- , 
streaming) (segregatipn) 
: i , ,K 
PLEASE USE THE REVERSE SIDEFO:iYOUR COMMENTS 
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Q1 TEflCHING EXPERIENCE by 08 STUDENT BENEFIT
 
Q8 Page 1 1 
Count 
Exp Uol 
Row Pet BENEFIT SONEWHRT LITTL 
Col Pet Row 
Tot Pet 1 2 Tota I 
Qt 
1 13 18 1 47 
10+ VERRS 19.3 15.3 12. 56.61! 
27.71! 38.31! 34.0 
38.21! 66.71! 72.7 
15.71! 21.71! 19.3 
21 9 36 
UNDER 10 VERRS 14.7 11.7 9. 43.41! 
58.31! 25.01! 16.7 
51.81! 33.31! 27.3 
25.31! 10.81! 7.2 
CoIumn 
Tota I 
34 
41.01! 
27 
32.51! 
2 
26.5 IQO.ol 
Chi-Square 
Pearson 
Like I I hood Ratio 
Ua I ue 
8.11246 
8.21273 
Of Sign!finance 
.01731 
.01647 
Minimum Expected Frequency -
Number of Missing Obseruations: 
9.542 
3 
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01 TERGHINO EXPERIENCE by 09 iREGULm^ STUDENT BENEFIT '
 
Q9 Page 1 of T . 
Count 
Exp Udl 
Row Pet BENEFIT SOMEMHRT LITTLE ^ 1 1 ■ ■ ■ " ■ ■■ 
Col Pet Row 
Tot Pet 3 Tola 1 ^ - ' ■ 
01. ■ , ■ . ■ ■ ■ - " . ■ ■ ! ■ i ■ . 
'v ■■ ■.". ■ 1 ./;■ 15'>:' ,­ 17'■ ■■ .. 47 ^ 
18.3 13.8 14. 9 57.3S 
31.9S 31.9S 36.2S ■ ■ ■ ■ 
46.9ffl 62.5S 65.4S 
18.31! 18.3S 20.7S 
2 ; 17 9 9 35 ■ • ' ■■■ ■ 
UNDER 10 13.7 10.2 11. 1 ■ 42.7S r-.„; 
48.6S 25.7S 25.7S 
53. IS 37.5S 34.6S " ■ ■ " ■■ ' ■ ■ ' ■ i ' • 
20.7S 11.OS 11.0 
■ r-
Co 1umn 32 24 26 ■ 82 
Total 39. OS 29.3S 31.7 100.OS 1 
Chi-Sauare Ualue OF 8 iani f icance 
Pearson 2.38144 .30400 
LikeI 1 hood Ratio 2.38062 .30413 
Mi h imunt Expected Frequency - ; : 10.244 
Number of Missing Obseruations: 4 
i r 
^■ i , i 
49 
Q2 GRADE LEUEL by Q4 REQ ED S
 
Q2 
PRE-K TO 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet 
Col Pet 
Tot Pet 
1 
6 
Q4 
251? + 
1 
18 
23.0 
38.31? 
42.91? 
20.91? 
<251? 
2 
29 
24.0 
61.71? 
65.91? 
33.71? 
Page 1 of 
Row 
Tota 
47 
54.71! 
7-12 
2 24 
19.0 
61.51? 
57. 11? 
27.91? 
15 
20.0 
38.51? 
34. 11? 
17.41? 
30 
45.31? 
Column 
Total 
42 
48.81? 
44 
51.21? 
80 
100.on; 
Chi-Square 
Pearson 
Continuity Correction 
Ualue 
4.60737 
3.72419 
S i an i f i cance 
.03183 
.05363 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 19.047 
Number of Missing Obseruations: 0 
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Min i mum Expected Frequency - 8.941
 
Number of Missing Obseryations; 1
 
age 1 of 1
 
<1.5 HAS
 
Row
 
Total
 
7. 47 
13. 55.3S 
46.8 
91.7 
25.9? 
38
 
10.7 44.7S
 
5.3S
 
8.3:?
 
2.4:?
 
2 85
 
28.2 100.OS
 
Sign'
 
.00008
 
.00002 

v'- i:
 
Q2 GRADE LEUEL by 

Count
 
Exp Ual
 
Row Pet
 
Col Pet
 
Tot Pet
 
Q2
 
1
 
PRE-K TO 6
 
7-12
 
CoIumn
 
Total
 
Chi-Square
 
Pearson
 
Like 1 1 hood Ratio
 
Q5 RED ED HAS
 
Q5
 
3+ HAS
 
1
 
10
 
11. 1
 
21.3J!
 
50.01?
 
11.81?
 
10
 
8.9
 
26.31?
 
50.OS
 
11.8S
 
20
 
23.5S
 
1.5-2.5
 
HAS
 
2
 
15
 
22.7
 
31.9S
 
36.6S
 
17.6S
 
26
 
18.3
 
68.4S
 
63.4S
 
30.6S
 
41
 
48.2S
 
Ualue
 
18.87657
 
21.53589
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i 
Q2 GRADE LEVEL by Q10 flCCEPTflNCE 
Count 
Exp VaI 
Row Pet 
Q10 
flCCEPTIMG SOilEWHRT LITT 
age 1 
LE 
of 1 
Col Pet 
Tot Pet 
Q2 
1 
PRE-K TO 6 
1 
13 
9. 1 
2S.3ffi 
81.3S 
16 OS 
27 
27.3 
58.7S 
56.3S 
33.3S 
9. 
13.0 
35.3 
7.4 
7-12 
3 
6.9 
8.6S 
18:8S 
3.7S 
21 
20.7 
60.OS 
43.8S 
25.9S 
11 
7. 
31.4 
64.7 
13.6 
CoIumn 
Total 
16 
19:8S 
48 
59.3S 
1 
21.0 
CHI-Square 
Pearson 
Like 1 1 hood Ratio 
Value 
7.10785 
7.48430 
OF 
Minimum Expected Frequency 
Number of M i ss i ng Obseruat i ons: 
6.914 
5 
Row
 
Total
 
46
 
56.8S
 
35
 
43.2S
 
81
 
100.OS
 
SIqn i f i iibance
 
.02861 i
 
.02370
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Q2 GRADE LEUEL by Q12 FULLV INCLUDED
 
Q12 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet SUCCEED 
Col Pet 
Tot Pet x1- -v. 
G2 
18 
PRE-K TO 13. 1 
38.3S 
75.OS 
20.9S 
2":'' 6 
7-12 10.9 
15.4S 
25.OS 
7.OS 
Column 24 
Total 27.9J! 
Page 1 of
 
NOT
 
SUCCEED Row
 
2 Total
 
29 47
 
33.9 54.7:!
 
61.7S
 
46.8S
 
33.7S
 
33 3'3
 
28. 1 45.3S
 
84.6S
 
53.2S
 
38.4S
 
52 81}
 
72.IS 100.OS
 
Chi-Sauare 
Pearson 
Continuity Correction 
Ua I ue 
5.56201 
4.48142 
Slgnifieance 
.01835 
.03427 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 10.884 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
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Q3 GLASS TVPE by Q5 RED ED HRS
 
Q5 
Gbunt 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet 3+ HRS 1.5-2.5 
Col Pet HRS 
Tot Pet 1 2 
Q3 
1 7 9 
SH 6.6 13.5 
25.OS 32. IS 
35.OS 22.OS 
8.2S 10.6S 
6 6
 
SED 3. 1 6.3
 
46.2S 46.2S
 
30.OS 14.6S
 
7.IS 7.IS
 
19
 
LH 7.3 15.0
 
10.4S 61.3S
 
30.OS 46.3S
 
7.IS 22.4S
 
1 7
 
CH 3. 1 6.3
 
7.7S 53.8S
 
5.OS 17.IS
 
1.2S 8.2S
 
Column 20 41
 
Iota 1 23.5S 48.2S
 
ChI-Saugpe	 Ua I ue
 
Pearson	 12.57480
 
Like I ihood 	Ratio 13.13470
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 3.059
 
Cel ls with Expected Frequency < 5 -

Number of Missing Observations: 1
 
age 1 of 1
 
< 1.5 HRS 
Row 
3 Total 
12 28
 
7. 32.9S
 
42.9
 
50.0
 
14.
 
13
 
3. 15.3S
 
7.7
 
4.2
 
1.2S
 
31
 
8. 36.5S
 
19.4
 
25.Q;
 
7 IS
 
13
 
3." 15.3S
 
38.:5S
 
20.8S
 
5.9S
 
24 85
 
28.2S 100.OS
 
Dp	 Sianifibance
 
.05031
 
.04095
 
4 OF 12 < 33.3S>
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Q3 CLASS TVPE by Q6 PRINCPRL SUPPORT
 
06 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet HIGH SOME 
Col Pet SUPPORT SUPPORT 
Tot Pet 1 2 
03 
1 17 3 
SH 11.7 g.7 
60.7!! 10.7!! 
48.6!! 10.3!! 
20.2!! 3.6!! 
4 5
 
SED 5.4 4.5
 
30.8!! 38.5!!
 
11.4!! 17.2!!
 
4.8!! 6.0!!
 
g 15
 
LH 12.5 10.4
 
30.0!! 50.0!!
 
25.7!! 51.7!!
 
10.7!! 17.9!!
 
5 6
 
CH 5.4 4.5
 
38.5!! 46.2!!
 
14.3!! 20.71!
 
6.0!! 7.11!
 
CoIumn 35 29
 
Total 41.7S 34.5S
 
Ch1-Souare	 Ocilue
 
Pearson	 12.16888
 
Like I ihood 	Ratio 13.44557
 
Mini mum Expected Frequency - 3.095
 
Cel Is wi th Expected Frequency < 5 -

Number of Missing Obseruations: 2
 
Piage 1 of 1
 
LITTLE
 
SUPPOR Row
 
Total
 
3 28
 
6.7 33.3S
 
28.61!
 
40.o:!
 
9.5:!
 
13
 
3. 1 15.5S
 
30.8!!
 
20.OS
 
4.8;!
 
30
 
7. 1 35.7S
 
20.01!
 
30.01!
 
7.11!
 
13
 
3. 1 15.5S
 
15.41!
 
10.Ol!
 
2.41!
 
20 84
 
23.8:! 100.OS
 
DP	 Si qn1f i eance
 
.05831
 
.03648
 
4 OF 12 < 33.3S>
 
55
 
Q3 CLASS TVPE by QIC ACCEPTflNCE
 
Q10 age 1 of 1
 
Count
 
Exp Ual
 
Ao«p Pet ACCEPTING SOMEWHAT LITTLE
 
Col Pet Aow 
Tot Pet 1 Total 
Q3 
1 7 11 24 
SH 4.7 14.2 5. 29.63? 
29. 45.83? 25.OS 
43.SS 22.93? 35.3S 
8.6iS 13.63? 7.4S 
1 6 13
 
SED 2.6 7.7 2. 16.03?
 
1.1% 46.23? 46.2S
 
6.3S 12.53? 35.3a
 
\:2% 7.43? 7.4a
 
6 20 31
 
LH 6.1 18.4 6. 38.33?
 
19.43? 64.53? 16. 1
 
37.53? 41.75? 29.4;
 
7.43? 24.73? 6.2;
 
2 11 13
 
CH 2.6 7.7 2.7 16.03?
 
15.43? 84.63? .03?
 
12.53? 22.93? .03?
 
2.53? 13.63? .03?
 
CoIumn 16 48 17 81
 
Total 19.83? 59.33? 21.03! 100.03?
 
Chi-Square Uolue CF Si qn1f i eance
 
Pearson 12.00803 .06179
 
Like I ihood Ratio 13,83306 .03156
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 2.568
 
Cel Is with Expected Frequency < 5 - 5 OF 12 < 41.73?)
 
Number of Missing Obseruations; 5
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 Q4 REG ED S by 05 RED ED MRS
 
05 Page 1 of 1 
Count 
Exp Uai 
Row Pet 3+ MRS 1.5-2.5 ■ <|T:;5?;HRS 
Col Pet MRS Row 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 Total 
Q4 
1 17 20 5 42 
25S + 9.9 20.3 11.9 49.41! 
40.5i! 47.61! 11.91! 
85.0jt 48.81! 20.81! 
20.01! 23.51! 5.91! 
2 3 21 19 43
 
<25a: 10. 1 20.7 12. 1 50.61!
 
7.OS 48.81! 44.21!
 
15.01! 51.21! 79.21!
 
3.51! 24.71! 22.41!
 
Co1umn 20 41 4 85
 
Total 23.51! 48.21! 28.21! 100.01!
 
Chi-Square Ualue iiE. .Slgnlfleones.
 
Pearson 17.98178 .00012,
 
L i keI i hood Rati o 19.53769 :-2: .00006
 
Mini mum Expected Frequency - 9.882
 
Number of Missing Observations: 1
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Q4 REG ED S by Q7 TEACHER SUPPORT
 
Count 
Q7 Page 1 of 1 
Q4 
25S + 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet 
Col Pet 
Tot Pet 
1 
HIGH 
SUPPORT 
■ ■■ ■■■ ;. \ '■ ■■■ 
6.2 
19;5S 
66.7S 
10.OS 
SOliE 
SUPPORT 
2';• 
21 
19.0 
51.2S 
56.8S 
26.3S 
LITTL 
SUPPO 
15 
29.3 
38.7 
15.0 
E 
RT 
3 
12 
9 
S 
S 
Row 
Total 
51 
41 
.3S 
<25iS 
4 
5.9 
10.3S 
33.3S 
5.OS 
16 
18.0 
41.OS 
43.2S 
20.OS 
19 
15. 1 
48.7S 
61.3S 
23.8S 
39 
48.8S 
Co Iumn 
Total 
12 
15.OS 
37 
46.3S 
■y-:. : -:3 
38.8 
80 
100.OS 
Chi-Square 
Pearson 
LikeI ihood Rat io 
Ualue 
3.54187 
3.58129 
JF 
■■ ' ■ ■ 
Signi fteance 
17017 
16685 
Minimum Expected Frequency -
Number of Missing Obseruati ons: 
5.850 
6 
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 Q4 REG ED S by QS STUDENT BENEFIT
 
1 of 1 
Row 
Total 
42 
48.88 
44 
51.28 
86 
100.08 
Sianifleance 
.00073 
.00056 
Q8
 
Count
 
Exp Ual
 
Row Pet
 
Col Pet
 
Tot Pet
 
Q4
 
1
 
25S +
 
<25S
 
Co Iumn 
Total 
Chi-Souar^ 
Pearson 
LikeI ihood Ra11o 
BENEFIT 

1
 
25
 
16.6
 
59.51?
 
73.5!?
 
29. 1!?
 
9
 
17.4
 
20.5!?
 
26.5!?
 
10.5!?
 
34 
39.58 
F'age 

SOMEWHRT LITTljE
 
2 

11
 
14.2
 
26.2!?
 
37.9!?
 
12.8!?
 
18
 
14.8
 
40.9!?
 
62. 1!?
 
20.9!?
 
29 
33.78 
UaIue 
14.44124 
14.97767 
HInImum Expected Frequency - 11.233 
Number of NIssing Observations: 0 
59 
3
 
6
 
112
 
14.31?
 
26. 1!?
 
7.01?
 
■r: 17 
11.8 
38.6« 
73.98 
19.88 
23 
26.78 
OF 
 q4 REG ED S by Q9 REGULAR STUDENT BENEFIT
 
Q9 Page 1 of 1
 
Count
 
Exp Uoi
 
Q4
 
25S +
 
<25S
 
Row Pet
 
Col Pet
 
Tot Pet
 
1
 
CoIumn
 
Total
 
Ch1-SauQpe
 
Pearson
 
Like I ihood Ratio
 
BENEFIT SOMEWHAT LITTL
 
Row 
Total 
42 
49.41? 
43 
50.61? 
85 
100.01? 
S i qn i f i canee 
.03935 
.03747 
1
 
22 10
 
16.3 12.4
 
52.4R 23.81?
 
66:7» 40.01?
 
25.91? 11.81?
 
11 15
 
16.7 12.6
 
25.61? 34.91?
 
33.31? 60.01?
 
12.91? 17.61?
 
33 25
 
38.81? 29.41?
 
Ualue
 
6.47061
 
6.56850
 
Minimum Expeeted Frequeney - 12.353
 
Number of Missing Observations: 1
 
60
 
3
 
13.:
 
23.81?
 
37.(
 
11.81?
 
7:''
 
13.7
 
39.SI?
 
63.C1?
 
20.Cil?
 
31.61?
 
3E_
 
<2::.
 
2
 
Q4 REG ED IS by Q10 flCCEPTflNGE
 
Count
 
Exp Ual
 
Row Pet
 
Col Pet
 
Tot Pet
 
Q4
 
1
 
25JS +
 
<25!S
 
Column
 
Total
 
Chi-Square
 
Pearson
 
L i keI j hood RatIo
 
Q10 F'age 1 of 1
 
ACCEPTING SOMEWHAT LIT!LE
 
1
 
10 26
 
7.9 23.7
 
25;0iS 65.098
 
62.5S 54.298
 
12.318 32.198
 
6 22
 
8. 1 24.3
 
14.698 53.798
 
37.518 45.898
 
7.498 27.298
 
16 48
 
19.898 59.398
 
Walue
 
6.08662
 
6.34885
 
Minimum Expected Frequehcy 7.901
 
Number of Missing Observations: 5
 
3
 
4
 
8.4
 
10.C98
 
23.598
 
4.€98
 
13
 
8.6
 
31.798
 
76.598
 
16.098
 
17
 
21.098
 
i3E.
 
Aow
 
Total
 
40
 
49.498
 
41
 
50.698
 
81
 
100.098
 
Slanificdnce
 
.04768
 
.04182 f
 
i' l ­
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Q4 REG ED S by Q13 INSERUICES
 
Q4 
25S + 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet 
Col Pet 
Tot Pet 
1 
Q13 Page 1 of 
INSERUICE NO INSERUICE 
Row 
1 
18 
19.5 
43.9S 
45.0SJ 
21.4S 
23 
21.5 
55.IS 
52.3S 
27.4S 
Tot(al 
41 
48. 
<25i! 
22 
20.5 
51.2S 
55.OS 
26.2S 
21 
22.5 
48.8S 
47.7S 
25.OS 
43 
51.2S 
Column 
Total 
40 
47.6S 
44 
52.4S 
84 
100.OS 
Ch1-Square 
Pearson 
Continuity Correction 
Ua I ue 
.44354 
.20022 
OF S i gn i fjcanc^ 
.50542 
.65454 
Ninimum Expected Frequency - 19.524 
Number of Nissing Observations: 2 
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Q5 RED ED HRS by Q8 STUDENT BENEFIT
 
Q8 Page 1 of 1 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet BENEF1T SOMEWHAT LITTLE 
Col Pet Row 
Tot Pet 1 3 Total 
. 
Q5 
1 14 3 20 
3+ HRS 8.0 6.6 5'v4 23.5S 
70.OS 15.OS 150S 
41.2S 10.7S 13.0S 
ie.5S 3.5S S 
15 14 12 41
 
1.5-2.5 MRS 16.4 13.5 ; 11.1 48.2S
 
36.6S 34.IS 29.3S
 
44.IS 50.OS 52.2
 
17.6S 16.5S 14. 1
 
11	 24
 
<1.5 HRS 9.6 7.9 6. 28.2S
 
20.8S 45.8S 33.3Iffi
 
14.7S	 39.3S 34.8S
 
5.9S 12.9S 9.4
 
CoLumn 34 28 2"ts 85
 
Total 40.OS 32.9S 27. 1 100.OS
 
Chi-SQuare Ualue
 
Pearson 11.50497
 
Like I ihood Ratio 11.70219
 
Ninimum Expeeted Frequeney - 5.412
 
Number of Missing Observations: 1
 
S1on 1 fii eonee
 
.02144
 
.01971
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 Q5 RED ED HRS by Q13 INSERUICES
 
Q13 Page 1 of 
Count 
Exp Dal 
Row Pet INSERUE MQ INSERUE 
Co I Pet Row 
Tot Pet 1 Iota I 
Q5 
1 10 10 20 
3+ HRS 9.6 10.4 24. IS 
50.01! 50.OS 
25.01! 23.3S 
12.OS 12.OS 
18 22 40 
1.5-2.5 HRS 19.3 20.7 48.2S 
45.OS 55.OS 
45.OS 51.2S 
21.7S 26.5S 
12 11 ..-23: 
<1.5 HRS 11. 1 11.9 27.7S 
52.2S 47.8S 
30.OS 25.6S 
14.5S 13.3S 
Column 40 43 83 
Total 48.2S 51.8S 100.OS 
Chi-Square fq I ue QE.
 
Pearson .33548 
LikeI ihood Ratio .33571 
Minimum Expeeted Frequeney - 9.639 
Number of Missing Observations: 3 
:l . ■! 
I . 
SIan!f ieanee 
.84557 I 
.84548 
:! i 
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Q6 PRINCPflL SUPPORT by Q7 TEflCHER SUPPORT
 
07 F'age 1 of 1 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet HIGH SOME LI TTLll 
Col Pet SUPPORT SUPPORT SUPPCiRT Row 
Tot Pet 1 2 Total 
06 
1 9 15 30 
HI SUPPORT 4.2 14.2 11.! 38.5S 
30.OS 50.OS CS20.1 
81.8S 40.5S 20.OS 
11.5S 19.2S 7.7! 
2 17 10 29 
SOME SUPPORT 4. 1 13.8 11 2 37.2S 
6.9S 58.6S 34.5S 
18.2S 45.9S 33.3S 
2.6S 21.8S 12.8S 
0 5 14 19 
LITTLE SUPPORT 2.7 9.0 7.3 24.4S 
.OS 26.3S 73.7S 
.OS 13.5S 46.7S 
.OS 6.4S 17.9S 
CoIumn 11 37 30 78 
Tota I 14. IS 47.4S 38.5S 100.OS 
ChI-Square Ua I ue DP S1on1f i cance 
Pearson 
Like I ihood Ratio 
20.62311 
21.78362 
.00038 
.00022 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 2.679 
Cel ls with Expected Frequency < 5 - 3 
Mumber of M i ss i ng Obseruat i ons: 8 
OF 9 < 33.3S) 
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06 
Q6 PRINCPRL SUPPORT by Q9 REGULAR STUDENT BENEFIT
 
Count
 
Exp UaI
 
Rouj Pet
 
Col Pet
 
Tot Pet
 
1
 
HI SUPPORT
 
SOME SUPPORT
 
LITTLE SUPPORT
 
CoIumn
 
Total
 
Chi-Square
 
Pearson
 
Like I ihood Ratio
 
Q9 	 Page 1 of 1
 
BENEFIT SOMEWHAT LITTl.E 
Rou> 
1 Total 
20 9 5 34
 
13.5 10.2 10J2 41.0!!
 
58.Si! 26.5!! 14.7!!
 
60.6!! 36.0!! 20.0!!
 
24. 1!! 10.8!! 6:0!!
 
6 9	 29
 
11.5 8.7 8 34.9!!
 
20.7!! 31.0!! 48.:
 
18.2!!	 36.0!! 56.C
 
7.2!! 10.8!! 16.c
 
7 7	 20
 
8.0 6.0 6 24.IS
 
35.0!! 35.0!! 30.C
 
21.2!! 28.0!! 24.C
 
8.4!! 8.4!! 7.2
 
33 25 83
 
39.8!! 30. 30. 100.OS
 
Ualue QE- S i gn1fi cance
 
12.04671 .01701
 
12.35057 .01493
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 6.024
 
Number of Missing Observations: 3
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 Q7 TEACHER SUPPORT by 08 STUOENT BENEF
 
08 Page 1 of 1 
Count 
Exp UaI 
Row Pet BENEFIT SOMEWHRT LITTI^E 
Col Pet Row 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 Total 
07 
1 10 1 1 12 
HI SUPPORT 5.1 4.2 2 7 15.OS 
83.3S 8.3S 8.3S 
29.4S 3.6S 5.eis 
12.5S 1.3S 1.3S 
13 14 37 
SOME SUPPORT 15.7 13.0 8 3 46.3S 
35.IS 37.8S 27.OS 
38.2S 50.OS 55.6S 
16.3S 17.5S 12.5S 
11 13 7 31 
LITTLE SUPPORT 13.2 10.9 7.0 38.8S 
35.5S 41.9S 22.6S 
32.4S 46.4S 38.9S 
13.8S 16.3S 8.£iS 
CoIumn 34 28 18 80 
Total 42.5S 35.OS 22.ES 100.OS 
Chi-Square Ua I ue DF Si an1f i cance 
Pearson 9.89586 4 .04222
 
L i keI i hood Rati o 10.29283 4 .03577
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 2.700
 
Cel ls with Expected Frequency < 5 - 2 OF 9 <22.2S)
 
Number of Missing Observations: 6
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 Q7 TEfiCHER SUPPORT by Q9 REGULRR STUDENT BENEFIT
 
Q9 F^age 1 of 1 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet BENEFIT SOMEWHAT LITTliE 
Col Pet Row 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 Total 
Q7 
1 10 0 2 12 
HI SUPPORT 4.7 3.6 3.8 15.OS 
83.3S .OS 16.­
32.31! .OS 8.OS 
12.5(S .OS 2.5S 
10 15 2 37 
SOME SUPPORT 14.3 11. 1 11.6 46.3S 
27.OS 40.5S 32.4S 
32.3S 62.5S 48.CIS 
12.5S 18.8S 15.CIS 
11 9 31 
LITTLE SUPPORT 12.0 9.3 9.7 38.8S 
35.5S 29.OS 35.SIS 
35.5S 37.5S 44.CIS 
13.8S 11.3S 13.8S 
CoIumn 31 24 80 
Total 38.8S 30.OS 31.: 100.OS 
ChI-Souare Ua I ue OF SIan1f1cance 
Pearson 13.54392 4 .00890
 
Likel ihood Ratio 15.78648 4 .00332
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 3.600
 
Cel Is with Expected Frequency < 5 - 3 OF 9 <33.3S)
 
Number of Missing Observations: 6
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Q8 STUDENT BENEFIT by Q9 REGULfiR STUDENT BENEFIT
 
Q9 Page 1 of 1 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet BENEFIT somewhat LItTL.E 
d6l Pet Row 
tot Pet Total 
as 
1 23 7 34 
BENEFIT 13.2 10.0 10. 40.OS 
67.6S 20.6S 11 .tl! 
69.7S 28.OS 14.£ 
27.IS 8.2s 4.7 
14 9 28 
SOMEWHAT 10.9 82 8.9 32.9S 
17.9S 50.OS 32.IS 
15:2s 56.OS 33.as 
S.9S 16.5S io.es 
.5 -.•I-- 4 14 23 
LITTLE 8.9 6.8 7.3 27.IS 
21:7S 17.4S 60.SS 
15.2S 16.OS 51.9S 
5.9S 4.7S 16.5S 
Column 33 25 ■' :.:'27'' 85 
Total 38.8S 29.4S 31.8S 100.0s 
Chi-Square Uq I ue aE_ Si gn i f i cance 
Pearson 
Likel ihood Rat1o 
28.65682 
28.11573 
.00001 
.00001 
Mini mum Expected Frequency -
Number of Missing Obseruations; 
6.765 
1 
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 Q7 TEflCHER SUPPORT by Q13 INSERUICES 
Q13 Page 1 of 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet INSERUIC HO mSER 
Col Pet E UICE Row 
Tot Pet 1 Total 
07 
1 6 6 12 
HI SUPPORT 5.8 6.2 15.2S 
50.OS 50.OS 
15.8S 14.6S 
7.6S 7.6S 
19 18 37 
SOME SUPPORT 17.8 19.2 46.3S 
51.4S 48.6S 
50.OS 43.9S 
24.IS 22.8S 
13 17 30 
LITTLE SUPPORT 14.4 15.6 38.OS 
43.3S 56.7S 
34.2S 41.5S 
16.5S 21.5S 
Column 38 41 79 
Tota I 48.IS 51.9S 100.OS 
Ch1-Square Ualue OF S1anIf i bance 
Pearson 
Like I ihood Ratio 
.44708 
.44800 
.79968 
.79931 
Minimum Expected Frequency -
Number of Missing Observations: 
5.772 
7 
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 Q8 STUDENT BENEFIT by Q10 flCCEPTflNCE 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Q10 Page 1 of 1 
Row Pet ACCEPTIN SOMEWHAT LITTLE
 
Co I Pet G Row 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 Total 
Q8 
1 11 20 3 34 
BENEFIT 6.7 20. 1 7 1 42.01! 
32.4S 58.81! 8.81! 
6S.8S 41.71! 17.(ji! 
13.6iS 24.71! 3.71! 
5 18 4 27
 
SOMEWHAT 5.3 16.0 517 33.31!
 
18.5» 66.71! 14.81!
 
31.3S 37.51! 23.51!
 
6.2S 22.21! 4.91!
 
0 10 10 20
 
LITTLE 4.0 11.9 4 2 24.71!
 
.01! 50.01! 50.01!
 
.01! 20.81! 58.81!
 
.01! 12.31! 12.31!
 
CoIumn 16 48 17 81
 
Total 19.81! 59.31! 21.01! 100.01!
 
Chi-Square Ualue OF Sign!fieanee
 
Pearson 18.15279 .00115
 
Like I ihood Ratio 20.13256 .00047
 
Minimum Expeeted Frequeney - 3.951
 
Cel ls with Expeeted Frequeney <5 - 2 OF 0 < 22.2S)
 
Number of Missing Observations: 5
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Q8 STUDENT BENEir IT by Q14 

QS
 
BENEFIT
 
SONEWHRT
 
LITTLE
 
Ch1-Square
 
Pearson
 
Count 
Exp UaI 
Row Pet 
Col Pet 
Tot Pet 
Q14 
FULb INC 
LUSION 
1 :7 
3. 1 
22 61? 
87;5S5 
8.91? 
0 
2.8 
01? 
.01? 
.01? 
2.0 
5 01? 
12.51? 
1v31? 
Column 
Total 
8 
10. 11? 
PflRENT|NTERI-ST
 
MORE MBI LESS MR I
 
NSTRERNI NSTRERNI
 
3
 
19 5
 
16.5 8 2
 
61.31? 16.
 
45.21? 23.81?
 
24. 11? 6.31?
 
18 7
 
14.9 7.4
 
64.31? 25.01?
 
42.91? 33.31?
 
22.81? 8.01?
 
5 9
 
10.6 5.3
 
25.01? 45.01?
 
11.91?	 42.01?
 
6.31? 11.41?
 
42 1
 
53.21? 26.61?
 
Ualue DE.
 
23.49381
 
Like I ihood Ratio 27.50889
 
Minimum Expected Frequency r 2.025
 
Page 1 
 1
 
SEGREGRTION 
 i
 
Row
 
Total
 
0 31/ 
3.1 39.21? 
.01? 
.01? 
.01? 
■ 3 : 28' 
2.8 35.'
 
10.71?
 
37.51?
 
3.81?
 
■ ■ 5 ■ ^ 
2.0 25.31?
 
25.01?
 
62.51?
 
6.31?
 
/ .//8' ■ 79 
10. 11? 100.OS
 
SIanificance
 
.00065
 
.00012
 
Cel Is with Expected Frequency < 5 - 6 OF 2 < 50.01?)
 
Number of MissIng Observetions P:
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Q8 STUDENT BENEFIT by Q13 INSERUICES
 
Q13 Page 1 of
 
Count 
Exp Ua! 
Row Pet INSERUE NO 1NSERt 
Co 1 Pct 
Tot Pet 1 2 
Q8 
1 13 21 
BENEFIT 16.2 17.8 
38.2!! 61.8!! 
32.5!! 47.7!! 
15.5!! 25.0!! 
11 18
 
SOMEWHflT 13.8 15.2
 
37.9!! 62. 1!!
 
27.5!! 40.9!!
 
13. 1!! 21.4!!
 
3 16 5
 
LITTLE 10.0 11.0
 
76.2!! 23.8!!
 
40.0!! 11.4!!
 
19.0!! 6.0!!
 
CoIumn 40 44
 
Tota I 47.6W 52.4S
 
Ch1-Square Ua I ue
 
Pearson 9.16422
 
Like!ihood Ratio 9.47549
 
Minimum Expected Frequency ~ 10.000
 
Number of Missing Obseruations: 2
 
Rou) 
Tota I 
34 
40.5!! 
29 
34.5!! 
21 
25.0!! 
84 
100.0!! 
OF 8ignificqnc^ 
.01023 
.00876 
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. . 1 i _■ 
j,,. ',. . : 
■ . ■ ! i ■ ■■ 
■■■, " ■ i i i 
STUDENT BENEF1T by Oil MORE MR1NSTRERM :ij' 
Oil Page 1 of i 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet DEF1N1TE MOST SOME NOT RT fl "/I ' l ' • 
Col Pet LV LL . • Rom , 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 ■■■4, Totqi 
Q9 
1 9 6 8 ■"Uv 
BENEFIT 4.9 5.6 14 2 6.3 37 
29.0iS 19.4IS 25.1iJS 25.8S '\v- : i : i' " • 
69.2IS 40. OS 21. S 47. IS ■ I; , ■ 
10. SIS 7.2S 9.(IS 9.6S : ; : i 1 .. ■ 
2 3 5 4 3 
SOIIEWHflT 3.9 4.5 11 4 5. 1 •30:..„1iS;. 
12.0IS 
23. IIS 
3.6IS 
20.OS 
33.3S 
6.OS 
56. (is 
36.1is 
16.«is 
12.0s 
17.6S 
3.6S 
; ' i |- ; 
3 1 4 6 6 
LITTLE 4.2 4.9 12 ■ 4 5.5 32.SS 
3.7IS 14.8S 59.:3S 22.2s 
7.7IS 26.7S 42. IS'-:-:' 35.3S ■■ ■ 1 ; 
1.2IS 4.8S 19.:is: ■ 7.2s 
Co Iumn 13 15 is 17 ■ , . ■8:3, 
Total 15.7S 18. IIS 45.8» 20.51S lOOv&S 
Ch1-Square fcilue BE ^ Siqni 
Pearson 
L1keI ihood Rdtio 
12. 14571 
13.06429 
.05880 
.04203 
Minimum Expected Frequency -
Ge l Is w i th Expected Frequency < 
Number of Missing Obseruations: 
3.916 
5 - 5 OF 
3 
2 < 41.7S> 
vi ! ' . 
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 Q10 flCCEPTflNCE by Q14 PARENT INTEREST
 
Q14 Page 1 of 1 
Count 
Exp Ual 
Row Pet FULL INC MORE MAI LESS MAI SEOREOAT 
Col Pet LUSION NSTREAMI NSTREAMI ION Row 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 Toto I 
QIC 
1 5 9 1 1 16 
ACCEPTING 1.7 8.9 1 1.3 21.&S 
31.3!? 56.3S 6.OS 6.3S 
62. 22.OS 5.3S 16.7S 
6.3i« 12.2S 1.4S 1.4S 
2 28 3 2 45 
SOMEWHAT 4.9 24.9 11.6 3.6 60.8S 
4.4S 62.2S 28.9S 4.4S 
25.OS 68.3S 68.4S 33.3S 
2.7S 37.8S 17.eiS 2.7S 
1 4 5 3 
LITTLE 1.4 7.2 3.3 1. 1 17.1 
7.7S 30.8S 38.SIS 23.IS 
12.5S 9.8S 26.:iS 50.OS 
1.4S 5.4S 6.£S 4.IS 
CoIumn 8 41 6 74 
Total 10.8S 55.4S 25. 8.IS 100.OS 
Ch1"Square Ua I ue OF Sign!ficance 
Pearson 17.55625 ID .00744
 
Like I ihood Ratio 16.07486 ID .01336
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 1.054
 
Cel Is with Expected Frequency < 5 - 8 OF 12 < 66.7S>
 
Number of Missing Observations: 12
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Q11 MORE MfllNSTREflM by Q12 FULLV INCLUIpED
 
Count
 
Exp UaI
 
Row Pet
 
Col Pet
 
Tot Pet
 
Oil
 
1
 
DEFINITELV
 
MOST
 
SOME
 
NOT RT RLL
 
CoIumn
 
Total
 
Ch1-Square
 
Pearson
 
Like I ihood Ratio
 
Q12 Page 1 of 1 
SUCCEED 
1 
NOT SUCCEED 
2 
Row 
Total 
8 
3.6 
61.5S 
34.8!? 
9.51! 
5 
9.4 
38.51! 
8.21! 
6.01! 
13' 
6 
4. 1 
40.01! 
26. 11! 
7. 11! 
9 
10.9 
60.01! 
14.81! 
10.71! 
17.9 
7 
10.4 
18.41! 
30.41! 
8.31! 
31 
27.6 
81.61! 
50.81! 
36.91! 
^18 
45.2:S 
2 
4.9 
11. 11! 
8.71! 
2.41! 
16 
13. 1 
88.91! 
26.21! 
19.01! 
18 
21.4S 
23 
27.41! 
61 
72.6» 100.0 
34 
ft 
Uolue 
12.75991 
12.23973 
BE­ Si qn1f1cance 
.00519 
.00661 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 3.560
 
Cel ls with Expected Frequency < 5 - 3 OF 8 < 37.5»>
 
Number of Missing Observations: 2
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Q11 	 Q14 PARENT INTEREST
 
Q14
 
Count
 
Exp Udl
 
Row Pet FULL INC MORE MR I LESS MR! 
Co I Pet LUSION NSTRERM! NSTRfRMI 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 
Oil 
1 4 6 2 
DEFINITELV 1.4 6.9 .■3.1;S­
30.8S 46.2S 15.4S 
50.OS 14.6S 9.5S 
5.2S 7.8S 2.6S 
2 8 3 
MOST 1.4 6.9 3.5 
15.4» 61.5S 23. 
25.OS 19.5S 14.3S 
2.6S 10.4S 3.CS 
-1- 20 13 
SOME 3.6 18.6 9.5 
2.OS 57. IS 37. S 
12.5S	 48.8S 61.9S 
1.3S 26.OS 16.9S 
/ ■"■M 
NOT RT ALL 1.7 8i5 ■ 4; 
6v3S 43.8S 18.8« 
12.5S 17. IS 14 3^ 
1.3S 9. IS 3.9« 
Co Iumn 8 41 2|1 
TotaI 10.4S 53.2S 27.3; 
Ch1-Square	 OF 
Pearson	 22. 12759 
Like! ihood Ratio 19.52096 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 1. 182 
CeIIs uii th Expected Frequency < 5 - 11 OF 16 
Number of Miss rng Obseruat ions; 9 
Page 1 of 
SEOREGRTION
 
Row
 
4 Totoil
 
1 1,3 
1.2 16.9S 
7.7S 
14.3S
 
1.3S
 
0 13 
1.2 16. ! 
.OS 
OS
 
.OS
 
1 ^ 135 
3.2 45.5S­
2.9S 
14.3S
 
1:3S
 
■■■ ■ ■ ' ■ .5 
1.5 20.8S
 
31 3S
 
71.4S
 
6.5S 
7 77. 
9. IS 100.OS 
Siani fioance 
.00848 
.02111 
(68.8S> 
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Q12 FULLV INCLUDED by Q14 PfiRENT INTERI-ST
 
Count
 
Exp Ual
 
Row Pet
 
Col Pet
 
Tot Pet
 
Q12
 
1
 
SUCCEED
 
NOT SUCCEED
 
CoIumn
 
Total
 
Chi-Square
 
Pearson
 
Like I ihood Ratio
 
Q14	 Page 1 of 1
 
FULL INC nORE MR I LESS MR I SEGREGRT 
LUSION NSTRERMI NSTR$ RMI ION Row 
1 2 3 4 Total 
5 13 4 0 22
 
2.2 11.7 5]8. 2.2 27.as
 
22.7® 59.IS 18.2S .OS
 
62.5S 31.OS 19.QS .OS
 
6.3SS 16.5S 5. .OS
 
3 29 7 8 57
 
5.8 30.3 15 2 5.8 72.2S
 
5.3S 50.9S 29.8S 14.OS
 
37.5»	 69.OS 81.1 100.OS
 
3.8I« 36.7S 21.! 10. IS
 
8 42 1 8 79
 
10. IS 53.2S 26.6S 10. IS 100.OS
 
Ua I ue Df S i an i ficance
 
8.87940 .03094
 
10.45130 .01509
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 2.228
 
Cel ls with Expected Frequency < 5 - 2 OF 8 <25.OS)
 
Number of Missing Observations: 7
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Q13 mSERUICES by Q14 PflRENT INTEREST
 
014 Page .'l of -1
 
1 ' ■Count
 
Exp Ual
 
Row Pet FULL INC MORE Mfll LESS Mfll SEGREGRTIION
 
Col Pet LUSION NSTRERMI NSTRERMI Row
 
Tot Pet 1 2 3 4 Total
 
Q13 
- . 1 ■ 4 15 15 4 . 38 , 
INSERUiCE 3.9 20.5 10.2 3.4 48/?S 
10.5S 39.5S 39.5S 10.5S 
50.OS 35.7S 71.4S 57.IS
 
5.IS 19.2S 19.2S 5.IS
 
2 4 27 6 3 40
 
NO INSERUICE 4. 1 21.5 10.8 3.6 51.as
 
10.OS 67.5S 15.OS 7.5S
 
50.OS 64.3S 28.6S 42.9S
 
5.IS 34.6S 7.7S 3.8S
 i , , ■ 
Column 8 42 21 7 78
 
Total 10.3S 53.8S 26.9S 9.OS 100.OS
 
Chi-Square Ualue OF Si an i f i cance
 
Pearson 7.38214 3 .06067
 
Likel ihood Ratio 7.55373 3 .05619
 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 3.410
 
Cel ls with Expected Frequency < 5 ^  4 OF 8 CSO.OSJ
 
Number of Missing Obseruotions: 8
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